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In re Application of CARON et al. 
Application No. 09/504,531 

REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. An Office action 
mailed March 1 , 2004 is pending in the application. Applicant has carcfUlly congjdered 
the Office action and the references of record. In the Office action, claims 1 1-57 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over combinations of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,893,91 1 to Piskiel et al. (hereinafter .PM^e/). U.S. Patent No. 6,336,139 to Feridun 
et al. (hereinafter Fm'rfwn), Gehani et al. "Event Specification in an Active Object- 
Oriented Database" ACM SIGMOD 1992 (hereinafter Gehani), and U.S. Patent No. 
5,630, 127 to Moore et al. (hereinafter Moore), In this response to the OfSce action, 
claims 38 and 56-57 have been canceled, and claims 1 1, 15-16, 20, 25, 27, 30-31, 36, 44, 
48-49 and 51-55 have been amended. Therefore, claims 1 1-37 and 39-55 arc pending in 
the application. The following diagram depicts the relationship between the independent 
and dependent claims. 
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In re Application of CARON et al. 
Application No. 09/504,531 

Rejections of the Independent Claims 

Each of the independent claims 11, 20, 36 and 48 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over combinations of Piskiel, Feridun, Gehani, and 
Moore. The Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (M.P.E.P.) states that, to support the 
rejecHon of a claim under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), each claim limitation, that is, as sset forth in 
the words of the claim, must be taught or suggested by the applied prior art. 

To t^tabhsh prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be taiigfit or suggested by the prior art ... " All words ki a claim must be 
considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art." 

(M.RE.P. § 2143.03, emphasis added). Each of tfie independent claims 1 1, 20, 36 and 48 as 
amended herein includes at least one limitation not taught or suggested by Piskiel^ Feridun, 
Gehani, or Moore alone or in combination and each is thus patentable for at least this 
reason. Exaniples of claim limitations not taught or suggested by the applied prior art are 
given below for each of the independent claims 11, 20, 36 and 48. 
Independent Claim 1 1 

Independent claim 1 1 requires a queue associated with an ordered plurality of 
triggers. 

The queue is associated with an ordered plurality of triggers 
(claim 1 1 , as amended). Each claimed trigger groups one or more rules. 

Each trigger comprise;!! at least one mle, each trigger grouping the at least one mie 
(claim 1 1, as amended). The claimed triggers thus provide for the grouping of the rules in 
triggers as described in the specification of die present application. 

The grouping of the rules in triggers 

(page 2 of the specification at line 21), Checking of rules grouped in triggers occurs in 
the order of the ordered plurality of triggers. 

For each trigger associated with the queue, in the order of the ordered pluralitv of 
trigg^ checkmg whcthei' the condition specified by the at least one mle of and 
grouped by the trigger is satisfied by the message 

(claim 1 1 , as amended, emphasis added). 
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PisHel was cited in the Office action as teachmg ordered triggers , but in fact, 
Piskiel teaches that multiple actions maybe peTfoimed in a desired order. 

A sequence field is associated with each action so that multiple actions may be 
performed in a desired order 

{PLskiel column 5 lines 3-5, emphasis added). Even if, for the purposes of applying the 

teachings of Piskiel to the claims, the actions of Piskiel are said to be the actions of the 

claims, there are multiple structural differences between the actions of the claims and the 

triggers of tlie claims. For example, in claim 1 1, each trigger comprises at least one nije 

and each rule specifies a condition and specifies an action. 

Each trigger comprises at least one rule, ... each rule, at least, specifics a condition 
and specifies an action 

(claim 1 1, as amended, see also Figure 4). Piskiel, alone or in combination with the prior 

art of record, is silent with respect to ordered triggers. 

Independent Claim 20 

Independent claim 20 requires that each claimed tri gger group a plurality of rules- 
Each trigger grouping a plurality of rules in tiie trigger 

(claim 20, as amended). In addition, independent claim 20 requires that each claimed 
trigger have a switchable enabled/disabled state. 

Bach trigger having a switchable enabled/disabled state 

(claim 20, as amended). Checking of the plurality of rules grouped in each trigger occurs 
if the switchable enabled/disabled state of the trigger is in the enabled state. 

If the switchable enabled/disabled state of the trigger is hi the enabled state, check the 
condition specified by each rule grouped by the trigger 

(claim 20, as amended). 

Gehani was cited in the Office action as teaching a trigger with an enabled state, 
but, for the purposes of applying the teachings of Gehani to the claims, the triggers taught 
by Gehani do not group a plurality nfmlPQ in the trigger and, furthermore, do not check 
the condirion specified by each of the plurality of rules grouped by the trigger if the 
switchable enabled/disabled state of the trigger is in the enabled state, as required, for 
example, by claim 20. Alone or in combination with the prior art of record, Gehani fails 
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to teach each of the limitations of the claims that include an enabled/disabled state of the 
trigger. 

Independent Claim 36 

Independent claim 36 requires a trigger manager configured to provide for 
creating, editing and deleting of triggers and rules grouped in triggers in a visual, non- 
programming manner. 

A trigger manager configured to, at least, provide for creating, editing and deleting of 
triggers and rules grouped m triggers in a visual, non^rogramming triaimer 

(claim 36, as amended). Independent claim 36 also requires that each trigger group at 

least one rule in the trigger and that each rule specify a condition and an action. 

Each trigger grouping at least one rule in the trigger, each rule, at least, specifying a 
condition and specifying an action 

(claim 36, as amended). 

In the OfIi.ce action, Moore was cited as teaching a trigger manager, but in fact, 

Moore teaches a Global Risk Management System (GRMS), 

A Global Risk Management System (GRMS). GRMS is designed to provide financial 
institutions the fimctional and system capabilities to support a cross-enterprise view 
of risk management information. 

(Moore column 3 lines 40-45). For the purposes of applying the teachings of Moore to 

the claims, the Global Risk Management System of Moore is not a trigger manager of the 

claims. For example, as required by claim 36, Moore fails to teach that each trigger 

groups at least one rule in the trigger and that each rule specifies a condition and an 

action. Furthermore, Moore fails to teach a trigger manager configured to provide for 

creating, editing and deleting of such triggers and rules grouped in such triggers, and, in 

particular, for the creating, editing and deleting of such triggers and rules grouped in such 

triggers in a visual, non-programming manner. Alone or in combmation with the prior art 

of record, Moore fails to teach each of the limitations of the claims that include a trigger 

manager so configured. 

Independent Claim 48 

Independent claim 48 requires that each claimed trigger group a set of rules. 
Each trigger comprises a set of mles, the trigger gnjuping the set of rules 
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(claim 48, as amended). In addition, independent claim 48 requires that the sot of rules 
grouped by each claimed trigger Include an ordered set of checked rules that have an 
order that is independent of non-checked rules. 

Tlie set of niles comprises an ordered set of checked rules havin2 an ord er 
independent of non^hecked rules 

(claim 48, as amended, emphasis added). Th at the ordered set of checked rules have an 

order that is independent of non-checked rules is significant because st^s of independent 

claim 48 are performed in the order of the ordered set of checked rules grouped by the 

trigger, 

for each checked rule of each trigger associated with the queue, in_the order of the 
ordeired set of checked rules grouped bv the Irig ^ear: 

(a) checking if the message satisfies the condition specified by the checked 
rule; and 

(b) if the message does satisfy the condition specified by the checked rule 
then performing the action specified by the checked rule 

(claim 48, as amended, emphasis added). 

In the Office action, Piskiel was cited as teaching an ordered set of checked rules 

checked in order. As described above, Piskiel teaches that multiple actions may be 

performed in a desired order, however, Pisldel is silent with respect to ordering of 

checked rules. The Office action indicates the "msg_id" of Piskiel as a checked rule 

ordering mechanism, but even if, for the purposes of applying the teachings of Piskiel to 

the claims, the rule clauses of Piskiel are said to be the rules of the claims, the "msg_id" 

of Piskiel determines whether the rule clauses of Piskiel are ignored rather than 

determining some ordering of checked rules. 

The nisg_id column ... indicates the type of published message to which the nile 
clause applies. Hiis value uniquely identifies the message type of a published 
message to which this subscripHon mle is applied. The rule clause is ignored for any 
published messages which do not have a insg_id field value corresponding to the 
msg^id field of the rules argument table entry 

(Piskiel column 8 lines 60-67, enqjhasis added). Alone or in combination with the prior 

art of record, Piskiel fails to teach each of the Umitations of the claims that include an 

ordered set of checked rules having an order independent of non-checked rules. 



14 

PAGE 1 7/18 * RCVD AT m(l4 8:08:59 PM [Eastern Daylight m 



06/91/2004 17:13 20S2243557 



LEYDIG VOIT MAYER 



PAGE 18/18 



Inr Application of CARONetal. 
Application No. 09/504,53 1 

Rejections of the Dependent CI aims 

Each of claims 1 1 , 20, 36 and 48 is in independent form, whereas aJ l of the 
remaining claims depend directly or indirectly on one of these four independent claims. 
Where the dependent claims are amended, they are amended to bring them into accordance 
with the independent claim from which they depend and/or to more particularly point out 
and distinctly claim the invention as described by the specification. In compliance with 37 
C.F.R. § 1 .121(f), the amendments do not add new matter. 

The dependent claims are allowable for at least the same reasons that the four 
independent claims 1 1, 20, 36 and 48 are allowable in that the dependent claims incorporate 
the features of the independent claims. Nevertheless, the dependent claims further define 
subject matter not shown or rendered obvious by the prior art of record. Because the 
independent claims are allowable over the applied prior art, applicants do not believe 
remarks addressing this further subject matter are necessary herein. 

CONCLUSION 

The application is considered in good and proper form for allowance, and the 
examiner is respectfully requested to pass this application to issue. If, in the opinion of 
the examiner, a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of the subject 
application, the examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Richard P. Dodson, Reg. No. 52,824 

LEYDIG, VOIT & MAYER, LTD. 

Two Prudential Plaza, Suite 4900 

180 North Stetson 

Chicago, Illinois 60601-6780 

(312)616-5600 (telephone) 

_ ^ ^ , .... (312) 616-5700 (fecshnile) 

Date: June 1, 2004 ^ 
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